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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC§112 



1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 



2. Claims 6 and 10-15 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. Specifically, Claim 6 appears to be dependent on Claim 5, and Claim 10 
appears to be dependent on Claim 9, however, Claims 5 and 9 have been cancelled. It is not 
known whether Claims 6 and 10-12 have also been cancelled. If not, an amendment is necessary 
to clear up the dependency issues of these Claims. For the purposes of this action, Claims 6 and 
10 are interpreted to be dependent on Claims 1 and 7, respectively. 

In regard to Claim 13, Claim 13 recites "determining, Java Bytecode verification" and 
"generating a Java macro instruction, Java Bytecode verification". It is unclear from this 
language why the term "Java Bytecode verification" is included. In the Remarks/ Arguments 
section of the current amendment, the applicant states that the steps of determining and 
generating occur during Java Bytecode verification, so perhaps, these should read "determining, 
during Java Bytecode verification" and "generating a Java macro instruction, during Java 
Bytecode verification". These limitations will be interpreted as such. 

Claims 11, 12, 14, and 15 are rejected for being dependent on a rejected patent claim. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Blandy et 
al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,412,108) in view of Borgerson et al. (U.S. Patent Number 4,199,81 1). 

In regard to Claim 1, Blandy teaches: (a) reading a stream of Java bytecode instructions 
(Column 6, lines 31-39); (b) determining whether two or more Java bytecode instructions in said 
Java bytecode stream can be represented by one instruction (Column 5, lines 46-48); (c) 
generating a Java macro instruction that represents said two or more Java bytecode instructions 
when said determining determines that two or more Java bytecode instructions in said Java 
bytecode stream can be represented by one instruction (Column 5, lines 46-61); (d) wherein said 
Java macro instruction is suitable for execution by a Java virtual machine, and (e) wherein, when 
executed, said Java macro instruction can operate to perform one or more operations that are 
performed by said two or more Java bytecode instructions (Column 5, lines 58-61). Blandy does 
not teach generating an internal representation of said Java macro instruction in a pair of streams 
that collectively represent an internal representation of said stream of Java bytecode instructions 
in said Java virtual machine. Borgerson, however, does teach representing a macro instruction as 
a pair of streams (Column 66, lines 40-47). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to perform the method of reading, 
determining, and generating wherein said Java macro instruction is suitable for execution by a 
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Java virtual machine, and wherein, when executed, said Java macro instruction can operate to 
perform one or more operations that are performed by said two or more Java bytecode 
instructions, as taught by Blandy, wherein the method further includes generating an internal 
representation of said Java macro instruction in a pair of streams that collectively represent an 
internal representation of said stream of Java bytecode instructions in said Java virtual machine 
as taught by Borgerson, since this allows multiple processors to process the macro instruction. 

In regard to Claim 2, for a specific rejection of the limitations of this Claim, see the 
action mailed on December 23 rd , 2003. 

5. Claims 3 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Blandy 
et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,412,108) in view of Borgerson et al. (U.S. Patent Number 
4,199,81 1) and further in view of Nilsen et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,081,665). 

In regard to Claim 3, Blandy and Borgerson teach the method of Claim 1, but do not 
teach that the determining step occurs during Java bytecode verification. Nilsen, however, does 
teach performing inlining optimizations during bytecode verification through a component called 
a ROMizer (Column 63, line 64 to Column 64, line 5). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to perform the method of Claim 1 , as 
taught by Blandy and Borgerson, where the determining step occurs during Java bytecode 
verification, since this allows bytecode transformations to optimize bytecode. 

Claim 17 contains limitations that have been previously addressed in Claim 3, and Claim 
17 is rejected for the same reasons as Claim 3. 

6. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Blandy et al. (U.S. 
Patent Number 6,412,108) in view of Borgerson et al. (U.S. Patent Number 4,199,81 1) and 
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further in view of "Programming Models" by Stefano Tommesani, 2001, Source: 
http://www.tommesanixonVProgTammingModels.com (hereinafter Tommesani). 

In regard to Claim 6, for a specific rejection of the limitations of this Claim, see the 
action mailed on December 23 rd , 2003. 

7. Claims 7, 13, 14, 16, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Blandy et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,412,108) in view of Nilsen et al. (U.S. Patent Number 
6,081,665). 

In regard to Claim 7, Blandy teaches: (a) reading a stream of Java bytecode instructions 
(Column 6, lines 31-39); (b) determining whether two or more Java bytecode instructions in said 
Java bytecode stream can be represented by one instruction (Column 5, lines 46-48); (c) 
generating a Java macro instruction that represents said two or more Java bytecode instructions 
when said determining determines that two or more Java bytecode instructions in said Java 
bytecode stream can be represented by one instruction (Column 5, lines 46-61); (d) wherein said 
Java macro instruction is suitable for execution by a Java virtual machine, and (e) wherein, when 
executed, said Java macro instruction can operate to perform one or more operations that are 
performed by said two or more Java bytecode instructions (Column 5, lines 58-61). Although 
Blandy does not specifically teach counting the number of times a sequence of two or more Java 
bytecode instructions appears in said instruction stream, Blandy does teach performing an 
optimization of a sequence of instructions occur "very frequently" (Column 5, lines 46). In order 
to determine sequences of instructions that occur frequently, it would be obvious to count the 
number of times the sequence of instructions in the instruction stream to determine whether or 
not the sequence is to be optimized. Blandy does not teach that the counting, determining, and 
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generating steps occur during bytecode verification. Nilsen, however, does teach performing 
inlining optimizations during bytecode verification through a component called a ROMizer 
(Column 63, line 64 to Column 64, line 5). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to perform the reading, counting, 
determining, and generating steps, wherein said Java macro instruction is suitable for execution 
by a Java virtual machine, and wherein, when executed, said Java macro instruction can operate 
to perform one or more operations that are performed by said two or more Java bytecode 
instructions, as taught by Blandy, where the counting, determining, and generating steps occur 
during bytecode verification as taught by Nilsen, since this allows bytecode transformations to 
optimize bytecode. 

In regard to Claim 13, Blandy teaches: (a) reading a stream of Java bytecode instructions 
(Column 6, lines 31-39) during Java bytecode verification (Column 4, lines 10-14, 39-42, and 
48-53); (b) determining whether two or more Java bytecode instructions in said Java bytecode 
stream can be represented by one instruction (Column 5, lines 46-48); (c) generating a Java 
macro instruction that represents said two or more Java bytecode instructions when said 
determining determines that two or more Java bytecode instructions in said Java bytecode stream 
can be represented by one instruction (Column 5, lines 46-61); (d) wherein said Java macro 
instruction is suitable for execution by a Java virtual machine, and (e) wherein, when executed, 
said Java macro instruction can operate to perform one or more operations that are performed by 
said two or more Java bytecode instructions (Column 5, lines 58-61). Blandy does not teach that 
the determining and generating steps occur during bytecode verification. Nilsen, however, does 
teach performing inlining optimizations during bytecode verification through a component called 
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a ROMizer (Column 63, line 64 to Column 64, line 5). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to perform the method of reading, 
determining, and generating, as taught by Blandy, wherein said Java macro instruction is suitable 
for execution by a Java virtual machine, and wherein, when executed, said Java macro 
instruction can operate to perform one or more operations that are performed by said two or more 
Java bytecode instructions, as taught by Blandy, where the determining and generating steps 
occur during bytecode verification, as taught by Nilsen, since this allows bytecode 
transformations to optimize bytecode. 

In regard to Claim 14, for a specific rejection of the limitations of this Claim, see the 
action mailed on December 23 ,2003. 

Claim 16 is a system Claim that corresponds with Claim 13, and Claim 16 is rejected for 
the same reasons as Claim 13, where Blandy teaches a system for carrying out said method of 
Claim 13 (Figure 1). 

Claim 18 is a system Claim that corresponds with Claim 2, and Claim 18 is rejected for 
the same reasons as Claim 2, where Blandy teaches a system for carrying out said method of 
Claim 13 (Figure 1). 

8. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Blandy et al. 
(U.S. Patent Number 6,412,108) in view of Borgerson et al. (U.S. Patent Number 4,199,81 1) and 
further in view of Bagley et al. (U.S. Publication Number 2002/0170043). 

In regard to Claim 15, for a specific rejection of the limitations of this Claim, see the 
action mailed on December 23 rd , 2003. 
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9. Claims 8 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Blandy 
et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,412,108) in view of Nilsen et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,081,665) 
and further in view of Bagley et al. (U.S. Publication Number 2002/0170043). 

In regard to Claims 8 and 10, for specific rejections of the limitations of these Claims, see 
the action mailed on December 23 rd , 2003. 

10. Claims 1 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Blandy 
et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,412,108) in view of Nilsen et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,081,665) 
and further in view of Bagley et al. (U.S. Publication Number 2002/0170043) and 
"Programming Models" by Stefano Tommesani, 2001, Source: 
http://www.tommesani.com/ProgrammingModels.com (hereinafter Tommesani). 

In regard to Claims 1 1 and 12, for specific rejections of the limitations of these Claims, 
see the action mailed on December 23 rd , 2003. 

Response to Arguments 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments filed March 23 rd , 2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

The applicant argues on Page 9, Paragraph 2 that an SISD computer does not teach 
generating an internal representation of a Java macro instruction in a pair of streams in a Java 
virtual machine, as taught in the newly amended claims 1 and 16. However, new art has been 
introduced, and a new rejection of these Claims appear above. Furthermore, it should be noted 
that the Tommesani reference could be interpreted to represent any instruction as a pair of 
streams, even a macro instruction in a Java virtual machine. 
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Conclusion 



12. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kenneth A Gross whose telephone number is (703) 305-0542. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 7:30-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q Dam can be reached on (703) 305-4552. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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